Sect. 2—owner's rights	Si
that the licence was coupled with a grant or interest in
the goods, or on the fact that the licence had been acted
upon by the very fact of the purchase on those terms.
Lord Deiunan, C.J., says :—
" A licence given and acted upon is irrevocable."
Patteson, J., appears to put it upon a ground analogous
to estoppel. He says :—
". . . all the cases proceed on the principle that a man,
" who by consenting to certain terms induces another to
"do an act shall not afterwards withdraw from those
" terms/'
In Taplin v. Florence (u), it was held that an auctioneer
who was employed to sell goods by auction, had not an
interest in the goods sufficient to make the licence to enter
the premises for that purpose irrevocable. A hirer, how-
ever, has an interest in the hired goods—a right to
possession—and it would appear that the true conclusion
from the various cases cited is, that, if the hirer by the
hire-purchase agreement gives the owners of the goods a
licence to enter the hirer's premises and to seize the goods,
i.e., to take what interest in the goods the hirer has, that
is the grant of a licence coupled with an interest and is
irrevocable. Even in cases where the licence is, in fact,
revocable, it may be that damages are recoverable for
the revocation (v).
Not a Penalty.—A proviso in a hiring or hire-purchase
agreement that the owner shall have power to retake
possession for breach, is not in the nature of a penalty (w),
but if the hire-purchase agreement is a colourable trans-
action (x), and in its effect is a bill of sale, then, in the
absence of registration, it is void and the person seizing
(u) (supra).
(v) Kerrison v. Smith, [1897] 2 Q.B. 445 ;   30 Digest 512, 1675.
(w) Sterne v. Beck (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 595 ; 17 Digest 408, 2165 ;
Protector Endowment Loan and Annuity Company v. Grice (1880),
5 Q.B.D. 592, C.A. ; 7 Digest 220, 628.
(x) See p. 43, ante.
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